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EXECUTIVE SUMNMARY

TITLE: NATO Burdewn Sharing-=—An Analysis of the Factors Used
1n Measurang the Burden

AUTHOR: Henry M. Rendon, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

L This paper analyzes the NRTO burden sharing factars
which are commonly used to measure the burden, defense
expenditures, as well as those factors that are riot normally
vigible but which should receive more weight in assessing
atlied contributions to deferse. Properly considered, these
factors may help toe reflect a batter picture of the relative
defense contribution of tﬁ: NATO allies. These factors
nertain to oerceptions of the threat, sacrifices due %o the
high forelgn military presance on European soil, implications
owf rongeription versus volunteer forces and the costs t;
turapearn allies of land, facilitiexs and supoort hanpower.

Current U.S. Congressional actions concerning the
proposed reduction of U.S. forces in Eurcope due to pﬁ%c.ived
unfairress 1n allied defense contributions threaten the'U.S.
ability to meet 1ts NATO commitments and jeopardize the.
cohesiveness of the Alliance. It is my belief th;t u. S,
Ffeyece reductions in Eurcpe should be based orn assessments cf

1.8, mlitary stratepgy and not on Co yressionally mandated

force structure measures. Kellwsords) LL{LCMG' ALY
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Ever since the Nowth Atlantic ireaty Urganizatiov wWas
formed 40 years ago; the iusuc of burdensharvring asony
Rlliance partrers has been a oersistent concern and haa hoen
continuously debated. Tha wordu of Senator Cunnallv,
Chairman of the Senate Forwign Relations Commibttee 49 vears
ago, can ba heard in almost the exact context from Lhe LHersitoe
floor today:

What I have besn fearing 15 that meot of {ho
countries in Europe are just going te st down and tole
their hards and say ‘Well, the Urated Statee 1o gorae Lo
arm us. The United States i1s going to protoct uws.  ihe
United States isn't going to let anybody arwvede et (in
the cther hand, they have to be told and made to roeaoeco
that they have to do all within theyn power themselves. te
arm themselves. The fAmerican prople are rot favorabie ts.
our just saying 'All right now, yon Junt ygo ahead, we
will take care of you.' (33128)

These same concerns have not subsided during the
intervening years to the prasent. Converaely, bhey have
increasingly been reiterated in calls for a greater Fueopoar
share of the defense burden. These are very serious concuerns
among Americans today. The concerns are understandable. The
possible solutions are not as clear and require constdivable
thaught ard analysis.

The Alliarce has beern nost successfu) for the last 42

years in agreserving the peace, naintaining the necurity wnd

indeperdence of the NATO allies and in strengthearang the




cohasivenass of the All{ance. Upon the founding of the
Alliance gt four years after the end of World War 1I, the
Untted States waz willingly proavading a disproportionately
Ierpe share of NATU defense experditures. The primary
wyective wan fo get war-torn Burope back on itz feet, and
the Urted States was in a much better nosation to helo the
fMlrance guring ihis pericg. The United States rot only
nrovaded lani financfal and milaitary assistence, but vivclear
ynarantees as well.  Cooperation in planning, funding and
vnploying combingd defernse svstens has produced close
military ntegraticn that has enabled Enrcpe to enjoy its
bingest pmniced of peace in several centuries. But today, no
1nnve divades the NATQ Alliance more than the controversial
10vsuer uf burder: aharang.

Corivanced that the Eurcpean allies are not contributaind
Lhon farr <hare to deferse, the U.S. Ceongress has beer using
Lengghier and Lougher languane an ef forts to net Burcpean
alliew w6 Jdoo more for the comnon defense.  Corgressional
mupesals to correct this apoarent imbalance have even
ineluded troop withdrawals from Eurcpe.  Accordang to Magor
General Philip H. Mallery, United States Armys

Such talk canmat be wnmored because it reflects the
.8, public's perception that the allies can and need to
tlo more. However, bthe burden sharing issue must not
become any more devisive than it has already. Straingent
calle by members of the U.S5. Congraess for sunitive
measures against NATO Allies not only ignores the lessons
of the past 75 yecars and the very real contributions of

the Allies, but alsoc supports the Soviet primary foreign
palicy yoal: the breakup of NATO. (16:52)
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My concern 15 that the premise on which the American
pecple and the U.S5. Congress are basing "fair chare"
considerations may not be aufficiently broad. Overwhelming .
reliance soens to be placed on the compariscrn of defense
expanditures anong NRTO allies. But an asseaswent of Lurdsen
sharing 1s much more complicated than that., QOther factors,
that also significantly impact on burder sharing and that
rieed considerably more weight pertajn to (1) daffering
perceptions of the threat, (2) mzcrifices doe to the hagh
foreign military presence on European ooil, (3) amplications
of conscripticn verses volurnteer forces and (4) the couit to
Eurcpean allies of land, facilitins and support manpower. In
this paper, ] will address defense sapuntiiturarn ag well ay
these cther factors menticned above.

Burden sharing significantly affects warfighting i1scues,
althouph this may not be obvious to rmome al First thought.
Rs a warfighter, in ny opinion, the dangur is that lack of
full consideration to all ¥actors that impel a ration to
achieve a particular level of deferme contrabution may
nltimately result in the U.8. Congress mandativig 4 unilateral
reduction of U.85. forces 1irn EBurope to the detvimernt budin of
the Alliance and to the U.S. ability to meet 1ts commitmeents
to the Alliance.

Congressionally mandated unilateral btreon reductiong
would convey the wrong sigrnal to the Scoviets. Such acltions

would encourage the Soviets to act with less restraint in




dealing with Western Europs, It matters little whusher the
U. 8. unilateral troop cuts are in the neighbarhood of 3&,@0Q
or 200,020; 1t will be a strong sigral of American withdrawal
¢ isolationisinc and would give Westmrn Europe a reason to
doubt Anerican commitment ta the Rlliance.

Further, a Corgresszionally mandated trecop withdrawal
from Weslern Europe fails o follow pood logiv. Arerigans
are corncerred about Che erpanding Eoviet threat. Anericrns
degire astronger conventicnal forcex in Western Suwrope to
counter that threat and concurvrently to raize the nucleanr
threahold. Yot, under Congressicnal pressuras, U.S.
conventional forces may be reduced in Western Eurcope, thus
turther weakening the convantional force balance betweer, NATO
and the Warsaw Pact. Logle would dictate that, if anything,
U.S. conventional forces in Western Eurcope should be
astrengthened.

Gorbachev's peace initiatives at the United Nations ain
Decemberr 1988, where he anncunced an i1ntended 500,002 tvoop
ptrength reduction and his anncuncement in January 1989 of 2
plarmed military budget cut of 19.9%, wére critically timed
to impact upon NATO at a time when NATO allies are discussing
and struggling with their own conmon security problems. Amid
these Soviet pressures, what else are U.S. NATO allies to
think abont any U.S. force withdrawal except that the U. 5.
miGt not be as concsrned about the Sovaet thweat as ali the

rhetaric would seem to imply——that just perhaps the real
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intent of such talk has been to get European allies to
ircrease their share of the defense burder.

In a report entitled "Sharing thz Reoles, Risks and .
Resporisibilities for the Commen Defense," submitted to | he .
U.S. Corngress in December 1984 by then Secretary of Defonse
Carlucei, the Secretary made the following statwment:

U.S. defernse policies and spending should rnot bue held
hostage to allied performance, and punitive legislalion
a8 a means to encourage cur allies to increase their

defense spending is usually counterproductive and vt in
cur best interests. (2:11)

In addressiryg Congressionally mandated unilateral tracp
withdrawals from Western Europe, former SACLUR Gereral
Bernard W. Rogers stated:

IT the U.S. withdraws 100,020 troops from Europe,
this won't make the West Eurcpeans do more in tevns of
their contributions to NATO1 rather, such an action 11
going to send the kind of message that will lead fha

Europears NARTO members to start to accammodate to the
East. (&9:5%)

Defining_Burden_ Sharing

Burderi sharing ameng 16 sovereign NATO countries is a
legitimate issue whose solution is not by arny means ar easy
task. The NATO allies have not reachsd agreement on the
standards by which to measure the burdern borne by each naticn
in defending the Alliance, Caorsequently, there is no clear
definition of burden sharing nor is there agreement on how
best to measure "equity" of the "burden" amcrng the nabions.

Evern the term "burden" can be misleading, since it may imply .

“




that spending for the rational defensa is an unwanted burden,
where in fact a nation is willing to provide for 1ts own
deferise. In ewsence, depending on which factors are selected
for analysus, the U.8. is either contributing more than twice
ag much, about the wame or parhaps somewhat less than its
European allies. The fact that burden sharing is a
valuc-relatud term and assessments have traditionally focused
on caoital further complicates the issue,

fhurefore, lacking a definition of burden sharing, in ny
opinicn, the best that the Alliavce can hope for is that each
nation should have the faith and confidence that each othar
nation Will contribute, and will be perceived as having
contributed, a share of the defense burden commensurate both
with its ability to contribute and with the benefits that
that nation believes it receives from the Rlliance. Only
with this faith ard confidence can Alliarnce sclidarity and
wohesior be maintaired.

In order to hetter understand the basis of the burdaen
sharang contraoversy, it is impoertant to review the major
evonts that have contributed to the controversy as well as
the major efforts that have been made by the U.S5. Corgress in
attenmpting to resolve the igsue. This brief historical

perspective 1s offered in the following chapter.
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CHRPTER II
BURDEN SHARING: A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

As was stated in the introduction to this analysis, NRTO
was created amid controversy and concern cover the burdern
sharirng issue. Prassures to attempt to convince U. 5, allies
to increase their defense burdens picked un considerable
vigor in the latter half of the 196@s ard the first half of
the 1970s, especially as Europe contivived to recover frum
World War 11 and began to achieve new levels of aconcomic
prosperity. The U.S. concerns over the cost of U.S. forcen
deployed in Europe were heightened by U.S5. balance of payment
problems. Senator Mike Mansfield, Demeocratic Majority
Leader, convinced that the allies were not pulling their
share, attempted, although unsuccessfully, to reduce the size
of the U.S. troop strength in Western Europe as a "shock"
measure, or perhaps a "punitive’ measure, to pet the alliex
to increase their share of the burden. This action was
followed in 1973 by legiglaticn, known as the Jackson-=Nunn
Amerdment, which made the U.S5. troop strength in Western
Europe dependent on allies footing part of the balarce of
nayments deficit incurred as a result of the cowt of U.S.
troops deployed in Europe. This legislation contained
pernialty clauses for non-compliance by the alliem, the penalty
being in the form of automatic reduction of the U.B. trcop

strength. The Europmans complied and v reductions were




necessary.

At the 1977 NATD London Summit, in reasponse to sfforts
by both mides of the Atlantic to improve efficiency based on
greoatar standardization of equipment and tactics and improved
interoperability of weapons systems, the NAR70 allies pledged
& three parcent annual increases to defernse gpending to
achinve these objectives. This three percent solution was
docned to failure, howevar, in that it focused on spendiny
1nputs as opposed to outputs, and productivity and efficiency
suffured severely in the following years. No NARTO nation has
sivce met the Yhree percent annual increass svery year,
(11211)

In 1381, Senator Carl Levin of Michigan introduced an
amendmnt to the Fiscal Year 1981 Defense Authorization Bill
requaring the Secraetary of Defense to provide to the U.S.
Conprass an annual report or burden sharing progress by tne
NATO alliew. (2G:4) This amendment set the stage for a
contanuang annual assessment and reporting to the U.S.
Congress on the burden sharing performance by the NATO
allieg. It can certainly be understood why the allies are
disturbed by thia unilateral assessment by a partner nation
of the fulfillment of their ohligations as a sovereipn
nation. These types of actions serve to fuel the
cantraversy.

In 1982, Senator Ted Stevens of Rlaska, Chairman of the

Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, argued strongly to cut




approximately 20,308 American troops ift Western Europe as a
“punitive" measure against the European allies for their less
than full support of the U.S5. position on Puland and for Lha
Eurcpeans supplying industrial equipment to the Soviatms for
the construction of the Siberian jas pipeline. Thix Btavens
Amendment was approved and bacame the first instance since
World War II in which Congress specified troop levels in
Europe.

Within the last 5 years, U.S. Congressional calls for
troop reductions has gatherad considerable romentum. In
1984, Senators Sam Nunn and William Roth, perhaps the two
strongest supporters ivn the U.S. Congress for the Rlliarnce,
also proposed ant amendrent to reduce the U.S. troop atrength
in WHestern Eurcpe. This amendment, communly referred to as
the Nunn-Rath Amendment, was proposed to the Fiscal Year 1985
Department of Defense Ruthorization Ret, and called for the
U.S. to cut its trocp strength in Eurcpe by 30,000 trocps per
year for three years, begivnning in 1987, unless the Eurcowans
allies met their previcusly agresd upon target commitment of
increasing their defense spending by a least three percent
arnmually.

The Nurm—Roth Amendment was not intended to weakern NATO.
Conversely, it represented "not simply a political protest
against inequitably shared defense burdens, but instead a
proposal irn response to deficiencies in the defense

capabilities of NATO-Eurcpean allims." (30:18) Benator Nunn




exprassed his opintion that "gentle prodding of the allies had
tailwdy more drastic tactics were now both necessary and
legitimate, " (371%)

Thae Nurmn-Roth Amendmant was subsequently tabled but a
substitute amendment offered by Scnator William Cohen of
Mainw, although it deleted the troop withdrawal request,
nevurtheluss put a limit on U.S. troop strength in Europe.
Thesne serious actions reflected U.S. Congressional concern
with trying to decure a more equitable defenze burden charing
within the Alliance. (11:179) In an April 1987 speech in
Brussels, Senator Nurn warned, "1 am in a sense still
watcching and waiting to see if my amendment should remain on
the shelf." He want on to state that his contiriued support
of troop reduction legislation would be contingent on allied
defurine efforts, "That was the measuring stick when I
tntroduced my amendment in 1984, and it remains the measuring
utick today," he atated. (21:1395)

Canpressional interest in force reductions is still very
much alive. In House deliberations of the 1988 Defense
Authorization Bill, four trocp reduction bills were drafted.
Only tw: of the four reached the floor. One bill, sponsored
by Represertative Judd Gregg of New Hampshire, would have
mardated a SOX reduction by 1936 in U.S. troops in Europe.
Another, sponsored by Represertative John Bryant of Texas,
called the Allied Fair Share Defense Act, would have dropped

U.S. troop levels by 30,0800 per year for 3 years., (22:11396)
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And finally, the Fiscal Ymar 1989 Defernse Rporopriations
Bill contained critical language on NATO burden sharing that
called for, among cther neasures, "that Germany provide all
the funding for its Host-Nation Support propram, a
requirement that the U.S. set a cap on overseas costs, and a
cap on dependents allowed cverseas." (17:86) In asskessing
the implications of this legislation, Senator John MceCain of
Arizona, commented:

The kind of burden sharing proposad in the Fiscal
Year 1983 Defense Rppropriations Bill threatens to divide
us from our West German allies, create a new requirement
for much higher levels of U.S. axpenditures, and
urdermines all the sfforts we are making to strangthen
our land forces for NATO. (20186)

In each of these Congressional acticns mentioned abova,
the underlying prenise was that the allies needed $c do nore
to contribute to the common NATO defense. While
Congressional respornsibility to oversee U.8. commitments to
the NATO Rlliance stems from the founding of the Alliance, 1t
is my belief that Congressicna) involvement to the extent of
mardating troop reductions from NATO, irrespective of U.5.
force structure levels decisions which have been based cn the
strategic assessment of the threat, can pose serious threats
to the Alliance and to the U.S. ability to meet jts
commitments to the Rlliance. In a report entitled "Sharing
the Roles, Risks and Responsibilities for the Common
Defense, " submitted to the U.5. Corgress in Decembiyr 1388 by

ther: Secretary of Defense Carlurci, the Secretary stated:

11




In 1ts efforts to increase prassure on our allies to
move more quickly, which can be helpful, the Congress
should avacid precipitous actions which are inconsistent
with the efforts of the Executive Branch and which might
urciermine progress shat has already been made. (3:1)

The following chapter addresses those measures which

have traditionally be uzwd to measure burden sharing by U,S.

NATO allian,




CHARPTER III
THE TRADITIONAL MERGURE~-DEFENSE EXPENDITURES

On the surface, it would seem that the sasiest and
perhaps mcest logical way to measure naticnal contributions to
the Alliance would be to measure defense exoenditures.
Americans have traditionaily focused on this financial
indicator when attempting to measure burden sharing. Thas
indicator measures the share of a nation's economic rescurces
that it i1s devoting to defernse.

Az the data from Table 1, Defense Exocenditures as a
Percent of Gross Domestic Product, reveals, although Greece
ranked first with 6.6 nercent in 1988, U.S. defense spending
Was second with 6.1 percent, considerably higher than the
United Kingdom's 4.5 percent, Turkey's 4.2 percent and
Frarnce's 3.8 percent. All other allies achieved a percentape
of 3.3 or lcwar. A rough assessment of the data of Yable 1
would seem to confirm that the United States 1s contributing
censiderably more than its fair share of the defanse burden.

While European NATO allies do not argue against these
figures, they do often point out that, as a whole, defense
spanding by Eurcpean allies has been more consistent cver a
longer pericd of time than has that of the United States.
Indead, although the United States has registered greatar
arnual deferse incrwases iv the last 8 years, .8, defenss

budgets gererally were quite low in the 1970a, following the

12
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Vietram Her, wiile Europe's xtwadily increosed, Secretary of
Deferse Heinberger, described the 1970s as "“a decade of
neglect.” In 1971, the U.8. provided 71X of NATO's total
defanke expensej Eurcopeans, 23X, Yet by 1982, the U.S.
contribut1on was G6X; the Eurcopeans, 34X. (2817) ARccording
te a SHAPE study, between 1971-1985, U.S. defense spending
increased 20.2 percent, while spending in the rest of NRTO
increased hy 31.8 parcent. (12:39)

European allies also maintain that although they may
spand less of their resources for defense, all that is spent
(s divectly for defense in Europe. European allies also
argue that they provide most of the military establishment in
Cantral Europe, where more than a few have maintained that
any East-West conflict may begin. European allies also point
it that they provide:

"9 percent of the manpower, 7@ percent of the tarks,
80 percent of the artillary, 80 pearcent of the combat
aircraft, more than half of the major warships, 70
percent of the submarines and most of the mine
counterneasure vessels. " (5:11)

Additiunally, although Table 1 reveals that West
Germany's contribution is less than half that of the United
Statas, 3.0 to 6.1 respectivaly for 1988, as the footnote of
Table 1 indicates; these figures dc not include West
Germany's suppaert for tiha Allied Garrisons in West Berlirn.

If both her econcmic assistance to Berliv and her suppcrt to

the garrisons are considered, then West Germany's defense

expenditures will be approximately 2%X higher than those
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shown on Table 1. (39:8) Rlso, altnough West Germany's

percantage per Table 1 1s only 3.0 for 1988; its lack of

nuclear forces or global cowmitments allows 1t to focum its .
defanse spending on & vital alliance reed: forward deployed
conventiorial forces along NATQO's longest border with the
Warsaw Pact. (8:187) West Germany alsc provides conwiderable
economic and military assistance to less econcemically
developed NATO allies, such as Portugal, Growce and turkeys
3.3 billion marks 1n nilitdary aid along from 1964-1982.
(25:250)

As can be seen from Table 2, Deferwe Exvenditures Per
Capita, a widely accepted measure which conziders both
standard of living and eccnomic development, the data reveals
corclusions similar to those of Table ), that the U.S5.
contribution is considerably higher than that of its allies.
Irn 1986, the U.S. spent $ii&%J per perscn on defense. The
next closest nation was Norway with 8319 per pe'son, HAside
from the U.S., the other three mnajor NATO natiorns, France,
t35113 United Hingdom, $488; and Germany, $4%53, were each
spending less than half par person as the U.S. But, as with
the data of Table 1, this data should not be considered in
isclation in determining relative contributionm by allies.

On beth of these neasures, the Eurcpean allies do not
come cut of the assessment oarticularly well., RAlthounh these
comparisons offer a cornvenient ranking of nations, it in

important to recognize that these are just two measures.
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Unfortunately, measuremunt of allies' contributions teo
defanse ix at times reduced tc the analysis of just one or
twoe wanily muisured and understood factors, usually national
defense wxpenditures, as calculated in Tables 1 and 2. BRut
to congider chiefly only thase two measurements is
demonstratively incomplete and could be misleading. No cne
oy two factors can be used in 1sclavion to draw conclusions
of aquity in burden sharing.

The 1. S. Deputy Secretary of State, William H. Taft, 1V,
in his article, "Coping with the Challeanges of Collective
Security, " makens this point most succinctly:

Critice of our Alliance system contend that the U.S.
bears far more than its fair sharse of the cost of the
Alliance. The key evidance they cite in support of their
claim ivi most casmes in statisticaly ramely, the fact
that, measured in terms of the percent of gross domestic
product, the U.S. spands almost twice as much on defense
As ity average NATO ally .....For the critics, this fact
clinches the argument, and all that remains is to decide
whether we will insiat On our allies spending more on
defunse or we'll =imply do less ocurselves. (32:7@)

In the following chapter, important non-quantifiable

factors will be oddressed.
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Country

TABLE 1

DEFENSE EX"T~DITURES
(RS PERCENT OF GDP), 1987

1988

Parcent of 6DP

1987 (a) 1988 ()

United States

Greece

United Kingdom

Turkey
France
Portugal
Norway
Germany (¢}
Netherlands
Belgium
Italy
Cariada
Dermark
Spain
Lurembourg

Icaland (d)

6.7
6.1

3.9
29
c. &
2.2
<. Q
2.9
2.9

6.)
6.6
4.3

ol
2.1
z.2
2.2
1.3

0.0

Sourcet CBO computations based oni
(a) NRTO Press Service, Financial and Economic Data
Related to NATO Defense (Dec 1987)

(b) NATO Releases Statistics, Flight Intnl.; 14 Jan 89.
(c) These percentages calculated without taking into
account expenditures on Berlirn.

(d) Iceland maintains no military force.
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TABLE &
DEFENGE EXPENDITURES RER CAPITA
(IN US &) 1986

Defense Expenditures

Launtry Per Capita
Unstod SLaten $ 1155
Neas*way 519
France St1
Urited Kingdom 488
Garmany 453
Netherlands 365
Belgium 346
Denmark 32
Carada 308
ITtaly 235
Gresce 232
[.uxembourg 145
Spain 113
Hertugal 90
Turkey 33
Iceland (a) ")

- - o o -

Scurces: NATO Press Service, "Financial and Economic Data
Related to NRTO NDeferse" (Dec 1987), and International
Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balarce
1987-1988 (Londconi 1188, 1987) Defense Expendituress
Interrnational Moretary Fuvrd, Interrational Financial
Statistics Yearbook (1987) for exchange rates and
pepulation,

(2) Iceland maintains no military force.
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CHAPTER 1V
NON-QUANTIF IABLE BURDENSHARING FRCTURS

Bergeption_of the Threat

How a nation perceives a threat necessaraily dictates how
that riatior will attempt to defend apainat that threat. The
current U.S., attitude toward the necessary level of defense
spending is dictated by the perception of the Scviet threat.
However, there is tonsiderable variance among NATO allies an
to the degree of defense that is necessary to overcome the
threat posed by the Warsaw Pact. In rveferring to U.S
European allies, the 1988 DOD Report an Nllied Countributiony
to the Common Deferce, stated:

Hhile they continue to share our perception of the
challenge by the Sovizat Union and its military buildup to
the security of the Atlantic Rlliance, increasainyly larpe
porticns of European populations see a diminishing threat
as a result of recent arms control agreements and whatl
are perceived to be furndamental internal changes v the
Soviet Union. Moreover, there are understandable
differences among the allies as to the mnost aporopriatbe
way to meet the Boviet threat based in part on the
praoxamity of the varioug nations to that threat. (27:34)

Members of the Atlantic Alliance do naot always agi'ee en
hew allied forces balance against the Warsaw Pact. This
2ttitude is revealed by the seemingly different levels of
effort exerted by the non-U.S. NATO allies in upgradivg
convernticrnal forces. Aeccording to Christopher Layne, a noted

NATO analyst who has written cn foreigr policy issues for

various publications:
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the reluctance to take on a greater share of Alliance
costns cbscures the more schering reasor Western Europe
balkz ot dming more for conventional deferse: Its
gaverricents ard foreign polaicy elites orefer a deterrent
strategy with a low nuclear threshold to a credible
corvertivnal defense ponture., The fear, as West German
Chanceller Halmut Kohl said after the Uctober 1986
Reagan—Gorbachey summit in Reykjavik, Iceland, that
removing the American nuclear umbrella would make
conventicral war more likely in Eurooe. (14:27)
Corvertional forces ave axpensive and Euronean allies
are reluctant to support a major defense busildup, primarily
becaune they do not share the U.S. priorities to adopt a "war
fighting" doctraine. (3:35) Although NATO's conventiconal
force strategy 16 based on the possible first use of nuclear
weapons, 1t 18 understandable that the allies may differ on
the vale of miclear weapons., Whereas the U.S, tends to
believe that NATO's security can be best protected by
repulsing ave attack, U.S, NRTO allies seen to prefer to rely
nore on deterrence rather than warfighting capabilities.
However, weakness 1in defense posture undercuts the
credibility ot deterrvence. From the European point of view,
«b long as deterrence 13 offective, it beccmes less imoortant
to mateh the Warsaw Pact weapon for weapon. (31:6) Tharein
lieg a major obstacle to agreement on the equity of current
burdern sharing~-1t 15 a matter of a differing perception of
the threat.
There 18 little doubt that Gorbachev's aim is to

convairnce the world, especially the free world, that the

Soviet threat 1s diminishing. He would like to have the




Saviet Union be seen as much friendlier, and taveoring world
peace, more S0 now than in recent years. Soviet plasnost and
perestroika policies have not only been aimed at alleviating
severe economic problems at home but alse to convey to the
world that the Soviet Urcon has entered into a new era which
promises greater hope of lonpg lasting peace around the worid.
But many still remember the words of the pmrominant Sowvaot
political aralyst, Georpi:i Arbatov, who sunmed uo the new
Soviet strategy recently: "We are qoing to do gonmething
terrible to you-~we are going to deprive you of an ernemv.”
(7:140) Gorbachev's peace initiabives announced at the
United Nations in December 1988, that of unilaterally
withdrawing 50,000 troopu, 19,000 tanks, 8,302 artillery
pieces and 80@ combat aircraft from the Europsan military
theater, these actions a part of an overall intended
reduction of 500,000 troops from the total Soviet military
force, might lull U.S. allies intce a trend to spend lesh on
defense.

Eurgpean allies are already feeling domestic prescures
to ease off on defense sperding in response to Gorbachev's
peace affensive. In January 1989, Garbachev anvounced
Saviet plans to cut its military budget by 14.2%X arad 1t
cutput of weaooms and military hardware by 15.5% (1@:A18)
These actions are coritically timed by the Soviet Union to
1mpact upori NATO at a time when the allies are discunsing and

struggling with their own security paliciwes.
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An opivion poll taken 1n West Germany in December 1983,
following Gorbachav's address to the United Nations, clearly %
showed that West Germnans felt that "the threat has departed."
(34:19) The Netherlands Mivaster of Defense, Fred
Bolkenstein, addressing the significant impact that
wnilateral force structure reductions can have in eroding
public guppinrt for defense stated:

Every time that Mr. Reagan and Mr. Gorbachev shake
hands 1n public, as if they ware the best of pals, nakes
1t more difficult for the public to accept that the
international situation still requires orowing defense
budgets. (15:44)

What each nation contributes to the common defense is
dependent to a great extent an how that nation perceives the
threat to 1ts security and how it evaluates the obligations
that 1t believes 1t owes to the ARlliance. Decisions are made
baned an how 1t balarnces these obligations with i1ts naticnal
capatnlities and priorities. Yet progress toward vesolution )
of bardernsharing concrrns are dependent on nations having a
commor: perception of the degree of the threat and on how to
best defend agairst that threat.

Lilkewrse, 1f alliee dissgree on strategy or force
structure to cupe with the perceived threat, each nation will

enily do as wuch as it feels necessary. It carmot do more,

for to attempt to do so runs contra to percepotions and,

consequently, to the will of the pecple.
Today, the United States relies heavily on conventional

forces 1n Wegsterrn Eurcope in order to move further away from
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the nuclear threshold. The Europeans are not as convinced
that the rnature of the Soviet threat to the)r security calls
for as strong a converntional force as the U.5. envisions.

But is 1moortant to reccgnize that reluctance on the parl of
the allies to further strengthen conventioral forces doeg rvedt
necessarily mean that the allies are not willing to
conitribute a fair gshare of the burden. Perception of the
threat and the strategy that is developed to counter that
threat will riecessarily be as that individual natior asnesses
the situation.

The Urnted States, for example, because 1t is a glubal
power, carmot avoid the implications of the continuing Soviet
military buildup. Consegquently, and necessarily, the Umted
States must contend with this immense threat that can develap
almost arnywhere arcund “he world., The West Euwroveans, on the
other hand, more closely defivie their threat and strategic
interests more on a regional basis, rather than world-wide.
West Europeans do not disccount the theought that the U.S.
confrontaticonal attitude 1irn countering the U.S.-perceived
Soviet threat could, in fact, possibly provide dangerons
courter-actions by the Soviet Union rather than hinder such
actions., FBecause Western Europe is the likely battlefivld of
a future larpe-scale war if ore ever doea ocour and involves
NATO forces, there is a great ratural terdency for West
Eurcpeans to seek more conciliatory or accomodative policiewn

toward the Soviet Union than the United Statow 1u prone to
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do. Once again, this is clearly a matter of different
perceptions of the thraat.

In August 1988, Congrasswoman Patricia Schroeder of
Colorado, Chairwoman of a panel to study defense
burdensharing, stated irn her report:

U.S. and allied officials must engage in a serious
threat debate at the sarlient possible time in order to
agree on tha lavel of the threat ard on how to divide up
responstibilities to maet that threat. 1If, after
discussions, we ultimately agree that the U.S. perceoticn
of the threat appears to be ‘closer to reality,! the
alliex should increase their defense spending lavels
accordingly. If, on the other hand, we agree that allied
purceptions appear to be ‘closer to reality,' this would
suggest that the United States, if it can still
adequately neet the threat, should reduce its
spending-~including its troops overseas. (28:4)

It seen increasingly clear that U.S. NATO allies just do
rot perceive the Scviet Union to be as aggressive as the U.S.
perceives that country to be. This complicates burden
sharang efforts, for it is rot possible to know who has a
more accurate perception of the threat that directly affects
the degree of defernse effcrts that European NRTO allies are
willing to expand.

The high numbers of U.S. troops in Europe, and the
problems that this presence poses for U.S. allies, is

addressad 1v the following section.

There 15 a growing irritation among European allies,

part:cularly the West Germarns, over the extremely high




prusence of foreign troops on European soil. Thase social
and political costs cannot be measured by a pearcentage of
gross domestic product.

Wast Germany, for example, hosts more allied formign
troops than any other NRTO country--—approximetely 908, %00
active duty military perscnnel of which approximately &435,000
are Anerican, and approximately 135,008 from Graeat Britain,
France, Helgium the Net)Herlands and Cariada. (he West Germans
are tiring fast of the hoavy presence of {oreign troopa.
Besieged by tanks, helicopters, low flying axrcraft and a
heavy influx of foreigners in their society is taking a heavv
toll on them. It has been estimated that West Germany today
has nivre soldiers per square mile, compared to 0.4 soldiersn
per sguar= mile in the United States.

In assesxing the political costs of hosting such high
numbers of foreign troops, again West Germany offers a good
exanple. In addressing this subject in his report to the
U.S. Congress, Secretary cf State Carlucci stated:

There are 400,000 foreign troops from six naticns
stationed there in addition 2o the almost one-half
million German trcops on active duty there. These
foreign troops have 325,000 dependents with them.....West
Germany hosts some 5,000 military exercises with up to
2,000 pecple on 1ts private and public lands, in addition
to 85 larger field exercises, each year. German mrupace
is filled with allied aircraft as well, with 3500, @0@
sorties mach year, of which 119,000 are flown at low

altitutes. (4:4)

General John W. Vessey, Jr., former Chairman of the

Joint Chiefs of Staff, made the following analogy concerning




West Germany's predicament in this regard:

If you multiply the population of Oregon by 20, give
each puraon a car, arm 1 million of them, bring in
ancther nalf-million armed foreigners, put 50,000 armored
vehicles and 100,039 wheeled vehicles on the roads arnd
put a couple thousand Jets in the air, then at least the
Orwgonians would know what the Germans put up with.
(2311397)

West Germany is a heavily populated country of
approximately 63 million pecple in an area about the size of
Oregon. The extremely high number of foreign troops in
Germany is i1ndeed a most emotional issue for the German
pecple.

In asseasing the value of the real estate provided by
Wast Garmarny for allied troops in Eurcpe, the West Germans
are quick to point out that ore major contribution, which
often 13 not mentioned in burden sharing formulas, is that
they provide 444 square miles (115,009 hectares) of land,
Wwitn a narket value in excess of $38 billion for which they
receive no compensation. (17:1352) Other allies have made a
convincirng argument of similar claims that further complicate
the burden sharing question. These bases in queastion are
located on real estate that could well be used to support the
industrial sector, which in turn supports the rnational
rConomy.

This growing irritation amonpg West Gerpans over the
vituatior describted above greatly diminishes the will of the

pecple to continue to sacrifice funding for social and other

domestic proprams for the unrelenting call for increased
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support to military programs. These irritations are aluo
fueled furtner by the fact that althouph U.8. and nor-U. b
troops train side by side, the U.S. scldier 1% much nore
highly paid comparad to his Europsan counterpart. The
disparities caused by European conscriptiori and the U.S.

volunteer force are addressed in the following section.

Conscrinkion Varsus VYolunteer Foroer

Conscraption is another factor that skews the picture of
relative defense contributions. While the experditure
figures noted in Chapter 11l give a gocd indication of
resources allocated to defense by NATO countries, one wnet
keep 1 mind that the manpowar costs of Luropean forces is
reduced significantly and leads to smaller defense hudgets by
the fact of heavy proportion of conscripts in all NATO
Eurcpean forces, except Great Britairn and Luxembourg.
According to Belgian Defense Minicter Francoics-Xavier de
Dornea, speaking of Belpian conseriptes, "Forty thousard serve
in our military egach year for practically rnething. They get
paid 125 Belgian francs, the equivalenl of $4 a day."
(24:R19) I1f the West German conscript wore paid the same ay
tha U.S. cournterpart, Wect Germany would hava to spend
ancother 2 billicnm marks per year, without obtaining any
additicral cdefense for this added expense. (26:251)

Clearly, these nationg pay a high political cost to maintain

a mlitary draft.
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A totmon argumant among non-U. 8. NATO allies is that
corseription is more advantageous because, for the same
snrmy, larger forces can be fielded and they provide a larger
pecl of relatively inexpansive reserves. UWest Germany, for
example, maintains a military corscription ta staff the
largest army on the Central Front of NATO. It aleo maintains
about 90, Q20 reserve saldiars and nearly one million
resvrvists avarlable in tine of war, (18:52)

The high cost of an all volunteer force such as the
linited States han will alternatively drive up defense costs.
To operate the equipment fielded by U.S. forces requives high
wkill, which in turn callw for extremely high training costs.
According to Army Chiaf of Staff General Carl Vuono:

The demands of fighting with the inodern squipment and
using methads in our doctrine requires superbd soidiers.
Conseguently for several years now our policy has besn to
devoete a sustaivied and focused effort to recruitment and
retention of top qQuality men and women.....The extensive
investmant in a nodarnized force demands furgt rate
soldiars for the execution of those highly technical
nyatuons. (33:187~88)

Additicrally, according to a 1988 Congressional Budget
Office study on burden sharing, conseripticrn in fact reduces
vosteyg but 1t also reduces the experierice and traivirng level
oF an arny, hence to a certain degree, its warfighting
effectiveness and efficlency. (13:41)

Despite nuch high American defense spending, Eurcpean

menbers of NATO field armed forces of 3.3 million compared to

American forces of 2.2 million. (42187) Ancther way of




looking at this is, considering overall military spending,
the U.S. spends $15@,000 per active duty member, comparad to
Great Britain's 790,000 per membar and West GCermany's and
Frarce's costu of 40,000 per membar.

Further complicating the conscription problem fer WHest
Germany 1s & continuivig decline in the birth rate, This
trend has already forced West Germany to raise its maximum
term of service to 18 months. It ix estimated that the
mavipower pocl available for armed forces swrvice will be
halved betweesn 1983 and 1993.

According to Dr. Manfred Worner, Minister of Defense of
West Germany, "Beginring in mid 1989, we will have to extend
basic military service from the current 135 months to 18, thun
having to oblige.our country's young citizens to make
additional sacrifices for our freedom." (41:131) Tablie 3
contains data on percentage of conscripts in allied faréei as
well as the 2ge at which young citizens beccme elipible for
the draft.

And finally, conscripticon has a high sccial and econonic
cost. The sccial cost to Eurcpean allies im in the serse
that conscription necassitates o demand in young conscriptx!
perscnal freedoms. The economic impact is in the sense that
conscription removes vital productive capacity from the
eccncmy. The impact of consceripticn, with its associated
sacrifices as have been described above, is hidden teo

Alliarce arnalysts ard are consequently often not considered
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in hurdun sharing assessments. Likewise, other cosis which
alsc do vot receive as much consideration as would seem
necussary for a better comparizon of "fair share"
contributions has to do with the land, facilities and suopport
manpower that hoat nations provide to foreign NRTO troops.

Thesw Factors are addressed in the followirg section.
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TRELE 3
CONSCRIRT DATA OF NRTO FORCES

Conscripts as Rge Eligibie
Country X Total Forces for Draft
Belgium 32, & 17
Canada .0 N/R
Denmark 28.6 18
France 46. %5 18
Germany 45.8 18
Greece 85.3 13
Italy 68.6 18
Luxembouvrg 8.0 N/R
Netherlands 46. 9 RyL
Norway 62.3 19
Portugal 58. 4 2
Spain 64.3 2o
Turkey 30.0 Y
United Kingdom 0.9 N/Q
United States o.0 N/A
Iceland (a) 2.0 N/A

Source: The Military EBalance 19687-1988, Lordont
International Institute for Strategic Studies, 1987.
(a) Icelard maintains no military force.
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Lard, _Cacilities_and _Hupoant Manpower
Another significant contribution provided by sone
Eumrcpearn allien to foraigrn allied forows falls under the
headivg of host nation support. Rllied foreign forces need
land, facilities, supoort manpower arnd other supoort services
in peack, transition to war and wartime. The U.S. forces
silaply are unable to deploy to a European conflict in
strength and numnbers vital to deterrence if they also need to
carry along necessary logintical support., A ctrong national
infragstructure by European allies is necessary to suppert the
hagh volume of forces and to reduce the logistics burden.
U.5. allien can arnd do provide this immense support., This
auppart includes the mobilization of reservigts to suoport
U.8. Fercas in Curope in wartime. Some nations have much
greater sapport arrvanganents with the cut-of-country allies,
it all are at great sccial and economic costs. R few
axamplas help to nmakie the paint of the importance of host
rati1on support to burden sharaingi
Belgium has wsone 500 perscrnal committed to host
nati1on support, and in wartime some 6,000 personnel will
be directly involved, In additicn, Beloium oravides 29
Facilities forr Allied use in peacetime and maintains
other facsilities (ncluding rail lines) for use during a
crisis.  Denmark, under a Danish/US agreement, provides
far the establishient of US deferce installations on the
15land of Grewnland. Germany will make available some
3Q,00¢ men ard expen. some DM 80 million per year as
aperating costs under the German/US wartime host nation
agreement and has invasted over DM 780 million to date.
It also contributes, at na charge, real estate (159,000
hectares) for forces staticoned in peacetime at cver 3,000
siteus (scne 92,000 dwellings). Iceland makes 10,200
hectares =f land available to NATO at 7 different

32




lecations on the island., Italy hosts some 17,200 tronns
in 43 bases throughout the country. l1he Netherlands
commit approximately {,30Q personnel 1n peacetime and
about £Q,002 in time of crisis to support the Rllied
reinforcement process, Norway has concluded a numbewv of
agreenents which provide for substantial prestocking of
ammunition, fuel, heavy equipment, and spare parts for
Alliwd rniaval, air and land forces. Spain; even before
accession to the Alliance, contributed indirvectly to
Alliance collective defence beginning in 1953 through
bilateral agreements with the United States on suopsri
bases and irstallations on Spanish territory. Turkey 1is
host to some 5,000 US Army and Air Force perdgonnel. In
the Urted Kingdom 66 bases and facilities are made
available to United States forces and there are alsa tun
NATO-funded armamert depots manned jointly by Urated
Kingdon cavilian and United States Navy personnel.  Undoer
a 1973 Umited Kingdom/United States cost charing
agreement land which is surplus to Umited Kingdom defernue
requirements is made available to Urnaled Statex forcen
forr their operational use at no cost., (6:28)

The most extensive host nation support agreementy for
the U.S. are those partaining to West Germany, since the
majarity of U.S. NATO forces are statiored in that country.
The Germarn agreement to mobilize 9@,000 reservists, for
example, comnpraise~ approxiicately one-tenth to cne-fourtiy Af
what it would cost the U.S. to maintain this number o7 e 2o
in its cwn active or reserve forces. Thaese reservigr ool
be callec up to do such thivngs as protect U.S. bases,
transport supplies and equipment, repalr damape in Key areas
such as airfields, perferm decontamination functions and
assist with evacuation of combat casualties. fAdditicrally,
Germany pays approximately $ 1 billion annually in direct or
indirect support payments of afficial statioring costs of
U.S. forward deployed forces. The U.S. has riegotiated a

variety of host nation support arrangenents with all NATO
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allies.

This ovurview has certainly not covered all the areas
involved under hoot nation supoort. However, my intent is te
addresis the tremendous contributions that European cllies
make to the NRTO defense. This support is vital to the U.S.
trterests, The U.S. is in NATO for strateg. o, not
plantropic, reasens. These contributions, like the others
that I have addrerused, ofton do not receive due consideration

wn measuring the defense burdens of European NATO allies.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

The curpose of this paper has been to analyze the NRTO
burden sharing factors that are not normally visible tmt
which may reflect a better picture of the relative
contributions of the NATO allies., The intent was not to
assess the "fairness" of the burden sharing contributions of
the NATO allies--that task was well beyond the scope of Ling
paper. Rather the intent of this paper, written from the
perspective of the U.S5. military, was to provide a beneficial
background of the complex inter-relaticnshio of the burden
sharing factors to Rir Force officers who nmay find thamselvas
working politico-military issues as NATO allxance managers.

Burden sharing within NATO is a problem as old as the
Alliance itself and this issue will remain central to the
future cohesion of the Alliarce., ARlthough it is most clomely
and most often identified with relative military defense
expenditures, i1t 1s a complex mix =f econcmie, financial,
social, military and political pressures that carmot be
conveniently viewed simply as a United States versus bLuraopean
issue. Realistic and fair comparisons, however, regquire a
much larger frame of reference than one that tends to look
cnly at defense budgets.

It is my opinion that all too ofter, the fairness of

burden sharing among NATO alliews is based on the easily
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quantifiable ard well understcod measures pertaining to
national military expenditures. When national military
sxpunditures are analyrzed in isclation of other factors, as I
contend too often happens, the U.S. is seen as providing cver
twice as much as the average of the non-U.S. NATO countries.

The question of "fair shars" becomes clouded because of
the tendency, due tc zstrong politicsal pressures, to find,
1sclate and measure factors that will provide proof of
allionce equity and cohesion. This is a near impossible
task. Rather, the emphasis should be on sach nation using
1ts available resources ivn the bast possible way that it can
in keeping with 1ts national interests:. One cbjective is not
compatible with the other. Unless one is carefuyl, the more
vigible proaf that is demanded and obtained, the less net
collective security that may ultimately rasult.

I believe that other factors need to be considerad more
closely before passing judgment orn burden sharing. First,
due consideration must be given to how a nation perceives the
threat to its security. Because each nation will only
contribute to defense based on how that nation perceives the
threat, the U.S. should not expect a sovereign nation to do
otherwise., To do %o is an infringemernt on its sovereignty.
Secandly, due consideration should be given to the fact that
defense cost figures of any nation will be considerably lower
if that nation uses the draft system, as opposed to a

volunteer force, tc meet its national military force rieeds.
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NATO allies have not yet defined a means to assess natiornal
nanpower costs considering the disparities caused by
conscription verses volunteer force systems. Thairdly,
European allies suffer a high social cost as & result of the
high density of foreign forces and associated military
activity or sovereign scil. This high cost iw often nct
fully appreciated by those who eriticize the defense affort
by European allies. And finally, the high coentributiun ty
Eurcpean allies concerning land, facilities and support
manpower alsco needs pgreater consideration. As oritical as
host nation support is to NATO forces, this contributicn nust
be more heavily weighted in amsessing naticonal defense
efforts.

The U.S. Congress has invested considerable time and
effort in assessivg the burden sharing i1ssue. The net result
has been that the Congress has determined that European
allies are not contributing as much as they should to the
commcr: NRTO defense. As a consequence, the U.S. Congress has
beer; increasingly qalling for U.S. forc; reductions from
Western Eurcpe as a measure to cajole Europzan aliies to
increase their defense burdens.

I believe that to unilaterally reduce U.S. forces from
Western Europe, if done as a result of Congressionally
maridated law, would be a grave mistake. Such acticns would
clearly give the wrong sipnals both toc U.5. NATO allies as

well as to NRATO adversaries.
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No doubt the intentionm of the U.S. Congress are well
neaning. However, the intentionm of Congress and the
consequances of Congressicorially mandated troop reduction
legislation may well provide quite unexpected and unwanted
results. Once a momentum is begun, it is most difficult to
redirect. The ultimate result cculd be that a
Corgresgionally mandated cut in U.S. troop levels will be
seen in the wyes of the world as a chanped American
commitment to NATO, European allies are currently addressing
nericus decisicns on continued improvement of their
convantional forces. R withdrawal of U.S. forces would give
them less incentive to increase their shares of the defense
burder: since the U.S. will have, in effect, reduced its share
to NATO. Former United Kingdom Secretary of Defense John
Nott, stated:

Any reduction which was perceived to cast doubt on
the strangth of the American commitment to Europe would
sarve only to weaken deterrence. It would be greatly
welcomed by the Soviet Union, and the outcome could
scarcely be in American interests. (40:2)

Uriited States troop reductions from Europe may be
necessary but this decision should be a function of naticnal
security; structuring U.8. forces to meet the perceived
world-wide threat to ocur interests. Troop reductions shoula
most certainly not be effected as a punitive measure against
Europsan allies for their unwillingness to make preater

cortributions to the common defense of the Rlliance.

In a concluding thought, 1 emphasize that in comparing




viet contributions to defarse, the focus should logically
remain on what each rnav. « does in terms of joint power to
deter aggression and dmfend the Alliance. The ultimate test
of this Joint strergth is the willingness of mach naticn to
honestly assess its capacity to contribute and to make the
honest effort to contribute what it believes it should for

the hernefits its accrues from Rlliance membership.

Recommendations

The burden sharing 1asue needs immediate attention and
resclution. To attempt to fix a perceived problem by
threatening to pull out U.S. troops from Westerrn Europe
unless the U.S, secures its pgoal of increased defernse
contributions by its Europeari NRTO allies will signal a forn
of American withdrawal from the Rlliance and could give
HWestern Eurcpe a reason to doubt American commitment to the
Rlliancea.

To the Air Force officer who nay find himself working
Alliance issues, I recommend that he or she becoue i1vtimately
familiar with the burden sharing question, as it is
imperative that the U.S. military have a stronger voice in
searching for an acceptable solution to this issue. Orne
rarmot keep the U.S. Congress from legislating policy taoward

NATY, but ore can become well-prepared to speak out against
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those Congressiornal actions that may frustrate the ability of
U.S. forces toc meet its commitments to NRTO.
I recommend the following to Alliance managers and analysts:

1. Make a greater affort to increase the awareness
of the complexity of the burden sharing issue.

2. Define burden sharing, in terms of the full
range of the policy instrumentalities, so that esach member
nation may know the standard toward which it should strive,
but not a standard that it is pressured to meet.

3. Shift emphasis from "fair" distribution of costs
toward the "total" contribution that will produce cotimnum
Alliance strength and cohesion.

Y. Emphasize the ccoperative approach to burden
sharing, rather than seeking adhererce to a statistical
formulaw of costs, and maintain faith and confidence that
Alliance members will contribute to defense at the level that
®ach soverwign nation determines is appropriate to secure its

interests.
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